Abstract Methods to assess ecosystem services using ecological or economic approaches are considerably better defined than methods for the social approach. To identify why the social approach remains unclear, we reviewed current trends in the literature. We found two main reasons: (i) the cultural ecosystem services are usually used to represent the whole social approach, and (ii) the economic valuation based on social preferences is typically included in the social approach. Next, we proposed a framework for the social valuation of ecosystem services that provides alternatives to economics methods, enables comparison across studies, and supports decision-making in land planning and management. The framework includes the agreements emerged from the review, such as considering spatial-temporal flows, including stakeholders from all social ranges, and using two complementary methods to value ecosystem services. Finally, we provided practical recommendations learned from the application of the proposed framework in a case study.
INTRODUCTION
The use of ecosystem services [the benefits humans receive from nature (Alcamo et al. 2003) ] is becoming a powerful tool in land planning and management. According to the subject of study to be valuated, the study of ecosystem services can be approached from an ecological, economic, or social perspective. The ecological approach focuses on measuring ecological functions or ecosystem properties (de Groot et al. 2002) ; the economic approach estimates the use and non-use values of ecosystems in monetary terms (Wilson and Carpenter 1999) ; and the social approach is based on the values society attributes to each ecosystem service (Martín-López et al. 2012) . However, the unclear existing methodology to assess ecosystem services from the social approach (Menzel and Teng 2010) is risking the potential impact of the ecosystem services framework in land planning and management (Chan et al. 2012a) . For instance, the fringe between the economic and the social approach is not well distinguished, leading to the frequent use of econometric methods to assess social preferences on ecosystem services. In other instances, the social approach is only implemented to assess cultural ecosystem services, disregarding the rest of the services (such as regulating, supporting, and provisioning) (Newton et al. 2012; Plieninger et al. 2013) . The omission of the other types of services in the social valuation of ecosystem services might be due, among other reasons, to the expertise and amount of time that these methods require, and to the usual confusion between the category of socio-cultural ecosystem services [i.e., ''the nonmaterial benefits people obtain from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment, cognitive development, reflection, recreation, and aesthetic experiences '' (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) 2005, p. 40] and the social approach of ecosystem services (which evaluates all ecosystem services).
In ecosystems management, social valuation has typically been implemented with the aim of achieving policy makers' objectives [e.g., river restoration projects and water and natural-resource management (Menzel and Teng 2010) ]. However, its potential can be extended further by Electronic supplementary material The online version of this article (doi:10.1007/s13280-014-0555-2) contains supplementary material, which is available to authorized users.
including the participation of society in ecosystem services assessments advising decision-making (Chan et al. 2012a ). This will more likely enable legitimate results and satisfactory decisions to more stakeholders (Menzel and Teng 2010) . In turn, that will help to develop more resilient communities (Folke et al. 2002) built on social fulfillment and environmental sustainability Berkes and Turner 2006) .
Developing a framework to guide social assessments of ecosystem services is a challenge where collaboration between social and natural scientists is required (Maass et al. 2005; Raymond et al. 2013 ). Yet to our knowledge, this challenge has not been addressed, and several approaches can be pursued. Here, we apply multiple disciplines that influence the expression of ecosystem services preferences by stakeholders (e.g., anthropology, sociology, and psychology), together with views of experts on ecosystem management to devise such a framework. We aim to use this as a common ground to share expertise across social assessments of ecosystem services, and to support land planning and management. As we will show in this article, such comparisons across studies are currently limited by incomparable spatial and temporal scales, disparate methods of evaluating ecosystem services, and especially by the different status of stakeholders involved.
The objectives of this paper are: (1) to explore how the social valuation of ecosystem services has been addressed to date in the scientific literature, (2) to propose a novel framework to guide social valuations of ecosystem services, and (3) to illustrate the proposed framework via a case study.
METHODS
To develop a framework to guide social valuations of ecosystem services, we first explored how the social valuation of ecosystem services has been addressed to date through an in-depth literature review; secondly, we proposed a framework including aspects that emerged from the review; and thirdly, we implemented the proposed framework in a case study. Below, we describe the methods used in each part.
Current trends in the social valuation of ecosystem services
To comment on the current trends relative to the social valuation of ecosystem services and to identify why this approach remains unclear, we reviewed all articles found across all type of sources (i.e., journals, conference proceedings, and books or book chapters) indexed in the ISI Web of Knowledge (which included the Web of Science, Medline, Zoological Records, and the Journal of Citation databases) published before the end of September 2013, that contained the keywords ''ecosystem services,'' and either the keywords ''social valuation,'' ''preferences,'' or ''stakeholders'' in the title or topic. We obtained a total of 1082 records (214, 328, and 540 records in each search, respectively). We checked their suitability by reading the title and abstract, or reading the article in full. After rejecting double-counting papers, records not published in English, papers that did not explicitly undertake a social evaluation of ecosystem services (for example, papers proposing methods, frameworks, or reviews), and papers assessing social preferences on ecosystem services solely by economic methods, 55 records remained (see the list of selected papers in Electronic Supplementary Material, S1). The remaining articles were carefully read, and the targeted information was extracted to calculate percentages of each aspect addressed.
A framework for the social assessment of ecosystem services
To develop a framework to guide social assessments of ecosystem services, we focused on the basic questions required: Who should complete the evaluation?, How to focus it?, At what extent?, etc. We incorporated each question as a stage in the assessment that can be more thoroughly examined if taken as an iterative process (Fig. 1 ).
Stage 1: The spatial and temporal context
Once we have elucidated the aim of the project-what is to be assessed-delimiting the spatial and temporal boundaries is the first step toward evaluating ecosystem services (Hein et al. 2006; Chan et al. 2012a ). Ideally, the study area should be extended to include the causes and effects on the object of study, but in practice, it is sufficient to limit it to the timespan and territories that influence both the biophysical and the sociological dimensions the most. Since the appreciation of ecosystem services hinges on stakeholders' dependence and their preferences might change over time and across spatial scales (Alcamo et al. 2003; Turner et al. 2003; Hein et al. 2006; Lamarque et al. 2011 ), a multiscale assessment of ecosystem services is valuable (Trabucchi et al. 2013 ). This process might increase the complexity of the evaluation, but capturing a greater variety of opinions and interactions among stakeholders and the ecosystem also increases knowledge concerning the decision context and enables the adaptation of management policies to each spatial and temporal scale (Hauck et al. 2013 ).
Stage 2: The social context
Who should evaluate ecosystem services? Ideally, all stakeholders of the project [i.e., the population that has a real influence on the object of study, or that might be affected by decisions made concerning it (Freeman 2010)] should participate (Satz et al. 2013) . Stakeholders' opinions can be requested from a single person, a sample of citizens, and the involvement of the total population (Antunes et al. 2009 ). More practically, stakeholders are usually grouped to ultimately include a small fraction of them (i.e., the key players; Chan et al. 2012a) . Stakeholders that are required to express their opinions can be clustered by a myriad of criteria (age, sex, place of residence, profession, education, economic level, and political or religious beliefs), of which each might assign different values to ecosystem services (Cowling et al. 2008 ) depending on their views and needs (Vermeulen and Koziell 2002) . As the social valuation of ecosystem services is intended to guide decision-making on ecosystem services management, it might be more convenient to group stakeholders according to their use of the ecosystem (e.g., irrigators, walkers, and conservationists) and their role in the government and social life of the area. With a good representation of stakeholders, outcomes are more likely to represent the actual values of the targeted area, avoiding trends of what are important ecosystem services to evaluate Escalera Reyes 2011; Moreno et al. 2014 ).
Stage 3: The methods for social assessment
Methods to elicit social preferences are varied, and depend on the scope of the study. Most studies focus on identifying valuable ecosystem services of an area (Maass et al. 2005) , others aim to rank the importance of such services (GarciaLlorente et al. 2012) , and some reflect evolving human preferences and views through time (Aretano et al. 2013) . Choosing a particular method might influence the results, but combining several methods according to our objectives might capture opinions from a broader spectrum, avoiding possible bias. In general, qualitative methods (see Chan et al. 2012a ) are more useful for assessing ecosystem services because they enable a comprehensive understanding of the interactions between humans and the ecosystem (Daniel et al. 2012) . Moreover, the most effective way to Fig. 1 Framework for the social valuation of ecosystem services (ES). According to time and funding availability, all stages can be used in an iterative process to help decision-making. In the first stage, the spatial-temporal context is first broadly defined, and is then expanded to a multiscale assessment in second or successive rounds. In the second stage, the stakeholders selected to represent the social context can be more exhaustively detailed to identify the interactions among them. In the third stage, the appropriate method can be iteratively applied to reflect evolving preferences and views contact stakeholders and the methods used to analyze their responses are also important matters, the choice of which depends on the type of stakeholder approached.
In addition, considering ecosystems from the perspective of each stakeholder or beneficiary (Ringold et al. 2013) makes it easier to differentiate between the valuation of the service (what is supplied to the beneficiary) and the value given to it [what is weighted by the beneficiary (Tallis et al. 2012) ]. Furthermore, a previous understanding of the reasons why an ecosystem service is valued is essential for comparing valuation outcomes across studies (see examples of typologies of values in Hein et al. 2006; Anthony et al. 2009; and Chan et al. 2012b ).
Implementing the framework in a case study: The River Piedra floodplain
To illustrate the implementation of the framework proposed, we undertook a social valuation of the ecosystem services of the River Piedra floodplain (Spain). In this case study, we aimed to analyze whether the different perceptions of ecosystem services among stakeholder groups were related to their use of the ecosystem-were related to their main economic and leisure activities.
Spatial and temporal context
The spatial boundary was limited to the floodplain of the River Piedra (19.3 km 2 ), a homogeneous area where the inhabitants depend on the riparian ecosystem for daily activities such as farming, nature tour operators, or visiting a natural waterfall park. The interviews provided information about the ecosystem services flows in the area over the last 50 years, but the ranking of ecosystem services preferences was based on the present. However, defining the temporal framework in the present was not easy to clarify; instead of ranking ecosystem services independently of what is currently delivered, some stakeholders ranked their preferences according to their perception of what is being currently delivered. To ensure consistency, these latter responses were rejected.
Social context
From a total population of 880, we contacted 71 people in person, including permanent and temporal residents, farmers, tour operators (hosting or guiding nature tourists), nature protection agents, scientists, and technicians working on riverbank restoration projects. Some of these people, such as local mayors and regional 1 authorities, were contacted because of their relevant social role in decisionmaking, and in influencing perceptions about the river and the floodplain (i.e., local pro-environmental associations).
Methods of assessment
We performed semi-structured interviews for a qualitative sample of the main stakeholders of the River Piedra floodplain. Interviews were mostly held individually and occasionally in groups of two or three people from the same stakeholder sector (namely, when new stakeholders were contacted on site) and lasted from 30 to 90 min. Digital records of interviews were kept with the interviewees' agreement. A minimum number of seven people from each of the main stakeholder sectors were interviewed; until we did not receive more information from the same sector of stakeholders (Valles 1999) . This method maximizes the survey effort by obtaining a wide range of different answers. We were interested in both ecosystem services identification and preference rankings. Therefore, in the first part of the interview, we asked about the uses, products, and benefits that the interviewees derived from the River Piedra and how these had changed over the last 50 years. In the second part, we provided the interviewees with a list of 21 benefits derived from the River Piedra and asked them to rank the services according to what they considered more important for maintaining their standard of living (see the list of cards in Electronic Supplementary Material, S2).
RESULTS
The first section shows the results of the review, organized according to the stages of the framework proposed. In the second section, we roughly explain the outcomes obtained from the implementation of the proposed framework in the River Piedra case study.
Current trends in the social valuation of ecosystem services
Stage 1
Spatial framework: The results of our review showed that most evaluations (40.6 %) occurred at a supra-local scale, larger than the municipality (i.e., county, province). The rest of spatial scales were addressed in a downscaling order as follows: region (a continent or a part of one) (1.6 %), state or country (3.1 %), small islands (3.1 %), watershed or valley (20.3 %), municipality (29.7 %), and farm (1.6 %) (Fig. 2a) . In addition, the most-studied ecosystems (classification based on the MEA 2005) were cultivated (34.6 %), forest (24.7 %), inland water (11.1 %), dryland (8.6 %), mountain (7.4 %), coastal (6.2 %), island (3.7 %), and urban systems (3.7 %). Studies considering marine and polar ecosystems were not found in our review.
Temporal framework: Eighty percent of studies focused on current service provision, whereas only 9 % were based on a comparison between past and current provision, and 7.2 % compared present and future expectations (Fig. 2b) . Finally, 1.8 % of studies projected future ecosystem service provision, and another 1.8 % compared the provision of services across past, present, and future ecosystem services scenarios.
Stage 2
Social context: From our review, 38.3 % of the studies considered the opinions of local residents, 25.2 % consulted local or regional 2 representatives (including mayors, NGOs, and major associations), and 17.8 % included environmental professionals such as scientists and technicians. National authorities were considered in 9.4 % of the studies, and 7.5 % included the views of visitors or tourists (Fig. 3) . Thirty-eight percent of studies were based exclusively on a single stakeholder group; namely, 29 % of studies were addressed to local inhabitants, 5.5 % to local or regional representatives, and 3.6 % to experts. No study relied solely on the opinion of national authorities, and the rest considered a mixture of several types of stakeholders. A small number of studies compared views between two stakeholder groups, for example, locals versus visitors, landowners versus tenants, and permanent residents versus seasonal ones.
Stage 3
Scopes: Our review revealed two scopes for evaluating ecosystem services, and both were used equally: 34.5 % of the evaluations focused on identifying ecosystem services (asking participants to elaborate a list of services to test their environmental knowledge), 34.5 % focused on establishing preferences among ecosystem services (asking participants to sort ecosystem services according to their priorities), 27.3 % of the studies considered both scopes, L o c a l -r e g i o n a l V o l o n t e e r s a u t h o r i Ɵ e s r e p r e s e n t a Ɵ v e s Fig. 3 Social context: percentage of types of stakeholders asked to evaluate ecosystem services. Note that local-regional representatives include mayors, NGOs, and major associations of a county or province; and experts refers to environmental professionals (scientists and technicians) and 3.6 % used social evaluation to elicit uniquely cultural services (Fig. 4a) .
Techniques: In our review, 34.3 % of the studies used discourse analysis, 27.1 % used Likert-type scales [a measure of the level of agreement or disagreement to a statement according to a symmetric scale; e.g., 1-5, 0-3, 0-10 (Likert 1932)], 22.9 % used ranking or weighting [including AHP (Analytical Hierarchy Process) (Saaty 1980 ) and swingweighting], 8.6 % used Multi-Criteria Decision Aid [MCDA (Belton and Stewart 2001) ], 5.7 % used community mapping, and 1.4 % used outcomes from a workshop or focus group (Fig. 4b) . However, the majority of studies were based on a single methodology; primarily, discourse analysis (24 %), the Likert-type scale (24 %), and ranking or weighting (13 %). The combination of discourse analysis and ranking or weighting was used in 11 % of studies. Additionally, 16.4 % of the valuations included some type of economic valuation. Finally, our review showed that almost half of the valuations (46.8 %) included interviews (97 % were held face-to-face), 29 % organized workshops or focus groups, and 22.6 % distributed surveys (including face-to-face and by mail) (Fig. 4c) . Eighty percent of studies were based exclusively on a single approach; namely, 35 % of the valuations were accomplished uniquely through face-to-face interviews, 22 % through surveys, and 22 % as workshops or focus groups. A minority of the valuations (1.6 %) were completed entirely by an expert panel and by e-mail, and the rest considered a mixture of techniques.
Case study: The social assessment of ecosystem services in the River Piedra floodplain Identifying ecosystem services and flows: Stakeholders perceived a general increase in ecosystem services over the last 50 years, mainly through cultural services such as recreation, tourism, and relaxation & life quality (Fig. 5) . They also perceived a decrease in water-dependent services such as water quality regulation, energy generation (hydropower), leisure (swimming in the river), traditional ecological knowledge, raw material collection, food provision (fish and crabs), and local varieties (genetic resources) from upstream to downstream. The change in ecosystem services was perceived across stakeholder groups, indicating that changes affected all social groups considered. Additionally, interviewees pointed out valuable aspects of the ecosystem that are not usually included as ecosystem services: biodiversity, nature tourism (which provides job opportunities), traditional ecological knowledge, and health (such as disease prevention).
Ranking ecosystem services: Water supply, water quality regulation, and water flow regulation were the ecosystem services that were ranked the highest, whereas energy supply, raw material production, and medicinal plants were ranked the lowest. Responses within each stakeholder group varied, which prevented us from defining stakeholder groups according to their preferences for ecosystem services.
DISCUSSION
In this paper, we go a step further in the social evaluation of ecosystem services by identifying three basic aspects that should be explicit in such assessments: (1) the spatial and temporal context (boundary delimitation); (2) the social context (who evaluates); and (3) the methodology used (how ecosystem services are evaluated). We aim to launch social valuations of ecosystem services not only as an isolated exercise in valuation, or restricted to merely valuate cultural ecosystem services, but to advance our knowledge on the value that society gives to ecosystems, to enable comparisons across studies, and to improve land management plans.
Although we tested the framework in a single case study (Felipe-Lucia 2012) , our experience in socio-ecological Abbreviations: a Id for Identify; Pref for Preferences, b MCDA for Multi-Criteria Decision Aid. Note that in a asterisk includes only cultural services; in b community mapping includes only those studies using this technique to identify ecosystem services; therefore, the percentage of published articles about mapping ecosystem services might be much greater; outcomes refers to both focus groups and workshop results; economic refers to the percentage of articles using economic methods as a social valuation of ecosystem services (i.e., calculated separately from the other percentages); in c focus group also includes workshops research (Comín et al. 2005 ; Escalera Reyes 2011), the insights gained from the literature review, and the fact that the outlines proposed are broad, enable us to propose this framework as a useful approach to guide the social assessment of ecosystem services in a wide context. Therefore, we encourage both researchers and practitioners to use this framework in other case studies to test its validity and to enhance it if any pitfalls are found.
The review showed the potential of the social approach for ecosystems management, and also revealed some gaps in meeting such a challenge. At the stage of the spatialtemporal context, there are currently a low number of ecosystem services evaluations that gathered information across several spatial and temporal scales. However, considering such information would allow the flows of ecosystem services to be estimated. Combining both spatial and temporal flows can be useful to forecast future trends on the extent and direction of ecosystem services derived from land-use and land-cover changes over time (MEA 2005) . Iteratively assessing social perceptions would predict support or tensions in society derived from the management actions accomplishing such changes (see Fig. 1 ).
Additionally, our review disclosed that the use of the social approach in the valuation of ecosystem services operated with the same type of ecosystems as studies from other approaches (Feld et al. 2009; Martin et al. 2012) , and that there were some ecosystems not addressed at all. For instance, there is not much knowledge concerning the ecosystem services perception of the inhabitants of polar and desert ecosystems. This indicates that our understanding of the social value of ecosystem services across cultures can be expanded. Accounting with such information could expand our current perception of valuable ecosystem services and enhance management projects in remote areas.
Consistent with the results on the spatial context (the main spatial scales addressed were the supra-local and the municipality), the results of the social context showed that local residents were the group most frequently considered in the studies reviewed, but they were still in the minority among the studies. Listening to the local stakeholders and including their views and concerns might help the projects succeed. Even in larger projects, where decisions are made at the national or regional levels, implementing the views of representatives of local stakeholders whose well-being is affected is recommended (Hicks et al. 2009; Moreno et al. 2014) . Neglecting local perceptions can hamper success in management projects that aim to enhance ecosystem services not supported locally (Hauck et al. 2013) . Furthermore, on the other hand, projects or demands that arise at the local level are more likely to be implemented if they involve managers at the decision-making level, which are usually larger than local ones.
Regarding the suitability of the different methods exposed, we agree with Tallis et al. (2012) and Ringold et al. (2013) who suggest that an open combination of the two scopes identified would provide the most information, firstly identifying the valuable ecosystem services to stakeholders, and secondly, ranking their preferences (i.e., the value). This is especially important in land management, where trade-offs between alternative land uses are frequent, and a selection of ecosystem services to be enhanced or decreased might be required (Hicks et al. 2013) .
In addition, we stress the need to clearly distinguish the social valuation from the economic valuation based on social preferences as separate approaches for the assessment of the ecosystem services. Our review showed that 264 papers outlined as ''social valuations'' were actually based on preferences revealed through methods using only monetary terms. Forty-five percent of our total records considered an economic valuation of some sort, 24 % were based on revealed preferences (including contingent valuation and ''willingness-to-pay/accept/give-time'' surveys), 17 % used choice experiments or modeling, 11 % stated preferences, and 2 % used cost-benefit analysis. Given that we did not search for the term ''economics'' in our review, these figures might not be definitive. We provide them merely to draw attention to the fact that a large number of papers included in ''social valuation'' of ecosystem services are actually economic valuations based exclusively on social preferences. As we do not aim to expand on the differences between both approaches or the risks of limiting research on social preferences to monetary terms, we refer to other authors for further discussion (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1994; Chee 2004; Wegner and Pascual 2011; Farley 2012; Casado-Arzuaga et al. 2013) . Defining clear methods for the social valuation of ecosystem services would strengthen the social approach as the alternative to economics to assess ecosystem services by society.
Finally, although in this paper we have developed one of the three approaches for the evaluation of ecosystem services, we understand that the three approaches together are required to properly assess the value of ecosystem services (Daily 1997) and to inform decision-making. In the example provided in Fig. 6 , each ecosystem service (for example, clean water and fishing) is ascribed to more than one category-among them, regulating, supporting, provisioning, or cultural-as proposed by some authors (e.g., Fig. 6 Example of approaches that can be applied to evaluate two ecosystem services (ES) provided by riverine ecosystems. Although each service is often ascribed to a unique category (second column, blue box for supporting and purple box for cultural), it can actually be evaluated by more than one category (third column, blue frame for supporting, yellow frame for provisioning, and purple frame for cultural). Furthermore, each category can be evaluated from the ecological, economic, or social approach, using different indicators. The assessment of all three approaches is strongly recommended for a complete valuation of ecosystem services Chan et al. 2012a) , and is evaluated using different indicators according to the approach adopted. Currently, most assessments intend to capture the whole value of ecosystem services by focusing solely on the ecological and economic approaches (Satz et al. 2013) , while ignoring the social one (e.g., Kremen and Ostfeld 2005; Spangenberg and Settele 2010; but see Oteros-Rozas et al. 2012; Martín-López et al. 2014) . Researchers probably assume that valuable ecosystem services are obvious and that they are able to identify them without including the opinion of society (Chan et al. 2012a) , and even question whether using all three approaches might provide redundant measures (Brown 2013) . However, it has been argued that using an integrated approach is the best way to make informed decisions based on ecological sustainability, economic efficiency, and social justice (Costanza 2000; MEA 2005; Farley 2012 ).
Practical recommendations
We encourage scientists and practitioners to: (1) understand ecosystem services flows by comparing ecosystem services preferences across time and space, for which interviewers must clearly specify the temporal and spatial framework; (2) include a variety of stakeholders from all social ranges, grouping them according to their social characteristics and their use of the ecosystem; and (3) evaluate ecosystem services via both identification and ranking, insisting that stakeholders propose ecosystem services that are valuable to them, without listing constraints. For this third recommendation, ecosystem services need to be clearly defined, by indicating or separately evaluating the different benefits each ecosystem service can provide (Reyers et al. 2013) . Also, the role of stakeholder representatives should be stated to ensure that they express the preferences of the organization they represent; such organizations should establish their own ranking of ecosystem services preferences.
Thus, we need to distinguish (i) the cultural services from the social approach and (ii) the social approach from the economic valuation based on social preferences. Additionally, we suggest taking the proposed framework into an iterative process, which deepens and evolves as do changes in the social-ecological context, human needs, and land uses.
Finally, the baseline question of whether we are actually able to establish our preferences for ecosystem services remains unsolved. In our western-culture society, we are so rarely asked to appreciate what we obtain for free and to put into practice our system of values that it is difficult for us to establish preferences for ecosystem services or even to identify the ecosystem services we receive. We believe that the underlying challenge of our society is to enable citizens to express their opinions for decision-making. Fair social participation in decision-making based on ecosystem services assessments leads to our well-being.
CONCLUSION
To complement the ecological and economic assessments of ecosystem services, a three-step framework for the social valuation of ecosystem services is proposed. This framework provides a useful tool to contrast outcomes across studies and to support land planning and management. We address important questions at each stage, such as considering spatial-temporal flows, including stakeholders from all social ranges, and using two complementary methods (both identification and ranking) to value ecosystem services. Additionally, we stress the need to differentiate (i) the cultural services from the social approach and (ii) the social approach from the economic valuation based on social preferences. Defining clear methods for the social valuation of ecosystem services would strengthen this approach as the alternative to economics to assess ecosystem services by society. We aim to launch the social valuation of ecosystem services as a tool to enable citizens to express their opinions regarding decision-making. A fair social participation in decisionmaking based on ecosystem services assessments is the way to human well-being.
